The existing literature either treats fundraising as an aggregate variable by ignoring the existence of several di¤erent fundraising methods through which charitable contributions are generated or focuses on the e¤ectiveness of a particular fundraising method without making any comparison with alternative methods. Using biennial household surveys of charitable giving in the United States conducted from 1988 to 1999, which contain detailed questions on several fundraising methods, I …rst document that returns to fundraising are considerably di¤erent across alternative fundraising methods. Next, I investigate the factors associated with donors'responsiveness to various fundraising techniques. The results show that several observable characteristics of charitable donors can explain why some people are more responsive to particular fundraising techniques than others.
Introduction
Billions of dollars are donated to a wide range of charitable organizations each year. Estimates are that in 2008 over $300 billion were donated to charitable causes in the United States alone. 1 Given the amount of monetary contributions and the size of the charity market, fundraising has also evolved into a highly professional industry over time, resulting in thousands of charitable organizations hiring professional fundraising sta¤ and spending considerable amount of money in fundraising activities. 2 These facts raise an important policy question: What e¤ect, if any, does fundraising have on chari- Several studies use data from the tax returns of charitable organizations in order to investigate the e¤ect fundraising spending on the amount charitable contributions received. For example, Khanna et al. (1995) and Okten and Weisbrod (2000) use panel data from tax returns of charities in order to estimate the e¤ect of fundraising expenditures on charitable giving. Although data from tax returns have an advantage of being free of measurement error, as long as people do not cheat on their taxes, they have a disadvantage of containing little information on the personal characteristics of charitable donors that would be helpful in explaining giving, such as educational attainment, race, and religious a¢ liation. 3 Moreover, due to the nature of data, studies using data from tax returns treat fundraising as an aggregate variable by ignoring the existence of several di¤erent fundraising methods through which charitable contributions are generated.
Other sources of data about fundraising are household surveys and …eld experiments. Recent studies which use household surveys or …eld experiments to investigate the e¤ect of di¤erent fundraising methods on charitable giving include Brown and Minty (2008) 2 The most recent IRS data on charitable organizations show that charities spend roughly 18% percent of charitable contributions for fundraising activities. 3 Andreoni (2006) further discusses the pros and cons of using data from tax return of charitable organizations.
data, Yörük (2009) of these studies focus on the e¤ectiveness of a particular fundraising method without making any comparison with other fundraising techniques. 4 Hence, one cannot determine whether the behavior of donors or the amount of their contributions would change had they been received a charitable solicitation via some alternative fundraising method. 5 These shortcomings in the literature are partly attributable to the lack of appropriate data on fundraising practices. This paper uses biennial household surveys of charitable giving in the United
States conducted from 1988 to 1999 by the Gallup Organization, which contain detailed information on the responsiveness of donors to various fundraising methods to estimate the e¤ect of charitable solicitations on giving behavior. In general, the contribution of this paper to the existing literature is twofold. First, it provides a comparative analysis of the e¤ect of several fundraising methods on the amount of charitable donations. The results show that the e¤ect of fundraising on charitable giving is heterogeneous across di¤erent fundraising methods. In particular, compared to impersonal fundraising techniques such as direct mail or telephone solicitations and media ads, charitable donors are not only more likely to donate but also donate more as a response to personal requests. However, fundraising does not outweigh the power of self decision making. Those who decide to give by themselves without the in ‡uence of any fundraising practice donate more than those who give as a response to a charitable solicitation. These results raise an important policy question: Which observable characteristics of charitable donors explain their responsiveness to alternative fundraising methods? As a second contribution to the existing literature, this paper investigates the factors associated with donors' responsiveness to various fundraising methods. The results from ordered 4 Similarly, several theoretical studies focus on the e¤ectiveness of a certan fundraising method. These studies include publicizing donor names and contribution amounts (Harbaugh, 1998; Romano and Yildirim, 2001 ). ra-es (Duncan, 2002) , and using seed money and refunds (Andreoni, 1998) . 5 For instance, several studies using …eld experiments collect data via door-to-door solicitations of a random sample of individuals. However, whether the same individuals would behave di¤erently had they received the same information via some other charitable solicitation method such as letter, phone, print ad, or TV is unknown.
probit models show that several observable characteristics of individuals such as gender, race, income, educational attainment, and religious activity can explain why some people are more responsive to certain fundraising methods than others.
The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: The next section describes the data and presents summary statistics. Section three provides a comparative analysis of several fundraising methods. Section four investigates the factors associated with donors'responsiveness to alternative fundraising methods. Section …ve provides a discussion of policy implications and concludes.
Data
I use six independent cross-sectional household surveys commissioned by Independent Sector and conducted from 1988 to 1999 by the Gallup Organization. These surveys were conducted in person with one adult member of the household and obtain detailed information on household giving and personal volunteering habits, household social characteristics, and selected demographic descriptors.
Given its scale, these survey series provide one of the most comprehensive assessments of charitable activity in the United States. Pooling the biennial data from 1988 to 1999 and eliminating the observations with missing information on key variables yields a nationally representative sample of 8; 232 households for the empirical analysis. 6 The Gallup surveys record information on giving and volunteering for 12 di¤erent functional categories of charitable activity. 7 For each household, I calculate the amount of charitable contributions as the sum of money that the household has reported giving to each of these categories expressed in 1996 dollars. Over the 1988 1999 period, the average giving rate was 73 percent. On average, people 6 The maximum sample size is 14,654 households. Each wave contains data for the prior year. The IS also collected data for 2001. However, the 2001 edition does not obtain su¢ cient information on fundraising methods. 7 These categories are health, education, religious, human services, environment, public bene…t, recreation, art, youth development, private community, international, and other unnamed organizations. Compared with the other editions, the wording of the questions on giving and volunteering to di¤erent areas of charitable activity is slightly di¤erent in the 1988 edition. For this particular survey year, I estimate total giving as the sum of money that the respondent has reported contributing to each of the speci…c charity groups that she was asked about, excluding her donations to political organizations. I also exclude informal and work-related contributions, and contributions to friends, neighbors, relatives, and strangers.
donate 717 in 1996 dollars or alternatively 1:8 percent of their income to charitable organizations. 8 In coming to the door asking you to give, being asked at work to give, being asked by someone you know well, seeing a television commercial asking you to give, reading a newspaper or magazine ad advertisement asking you to give, reading or hearing a news story, being asked to give in a telethon or radiothon, being asked by clergy to give, being asked by a celebrity to give either on television, radio, or through the mail, reading about an opportunity or were solicited over the internet, volunteered at the organization before." This question was not asked in the 1990 edition of the survey.
The 1988 edition includes a similar question. However, the wording of the question and the coding of the responses are considerably di¤erent compared with the other editions. Hence, I exclude the responses from this year. 1 2 Although professional fundraisers are well-aware of this result, most charities keep using direct-mail and telephone solicitations, TV ads, and newspaper or magazine ads (Hopkings, 2009 ).
A comparative analysis of fundraising methods
Raw numbers reveal that those who decide to give by themselves donate more than those who respond to a charitable solicitation and that the e¤ect of fundraising on charitable giving considerably di¤ers across alternative fundraising methods. Are these di¤erences statistically signi…cant? For each pair of catalysts for charitable giving, I calculate a simple chi-squared test statistic for the null hypothesis that the mean contribution amount of those who donate as a response to a particular catalyst is the same as the mean contribution amount of those who give as a response to another catalyst. The results reported in Table 3 imply that the mean contribution amount of self-deciders is signi…cantly di¤erent than those who report that being asked by someone, receiving a letter, or seeing a media ad is the main catalyst for their charitable contribution. Similarly, the mean contribution amount of those who give as a response to a media campaign is signi…cantly di¤erent than those who contribute money as a response to a personal solicitation or a fundraising letter.
Regression-adjusted di¤erences across fundraising methods
Are the di¤erences in mean donation amounts as a response to alternative catalysts for charitable giving persistent once demographic factors and personal characteristics of charitable donors are controlled for? In order to answer this question, I estimate the following OLS model
where Cont i;t is the natural logarithm of the monetary contributions of donor i in year t, f und ij;t is the a dummy variable which is equal to unity if donor i donated money as a response to fundraising method j in year t, X is a vector of donor characteristics, year t is the year …xed e¤ect, and " i;t is a well behaved error term. In order to compare the donors who responded to a charitable solicitation with those who decided to give by themselves, I …rst estimate the above model using self-deciders as the base group. Consistent with the earlier literature, the results presented in the appendix Table A2 show that well-educated, older, and married people with higher household incomes tend to give more, whereas tax price of giving has a negative impact on the amount of charitable gifts. Furthermore, the e¤ect of religious activity on the amount of charitable contributions is positive. The …rst column in Table 4 reports that people who are asked to give on average give 42 percent less than self-deciders.
Similarly, those who give as a response to mail solicitations, media ads, and some other fundraising method donate on average 60, 106, and 35 percent less than self-deciders, respectively. Furthermore, these di¤erences are statistically signi…cant.
In order to compare donors' behavior as a response to alternative fundraising methods, I reestimate equation (1) using each fundraising method as the base group. Table 4 shows that those who donate money as a response to a media ad give 63 percent less than those who are asked by someone to give and 70 percent less than those who are solicited via some other fundraising method.
Since data for telephone solicitations are not available for 1988, the comparisons between those who respond to a telephone solicitation and self-deciders or those who donate as a response to some other fundraising method use data only from the 1990 survey year. The third and fourth rows in Table 4 report that those who donate money because they are solicited via telephone contribute on average 80 percent more than those who are asked to give, 147 percent more than those who respond to a media ad, and 67 percent more than those respond to other fundraising methods.
Since di¤erent states may have di¤erent tax treatments for charitable giving, I also test the sensitivity of my results to the inclusion of state e¤ects. The results reported in the last two columns of Table A2 show that the signi…cant di¤erences between self-deciders and those who respond to personal solicitations, media ads, or other fundraising methods are robust to the inclusion of state e¤ects. However, the di¤erence between the contribution amounts of self-deciders and those who respond to a direct-mail solicitation becomes insigni…cant once the state e¤ects are controlled for. 13 
Matching-adjusted di¤erences across fundraising methods
The above analysis assumes that the probability of responding to certain catalyst for giving is randomly determined. However, people may considerably di¤er in their tendecy for charity and some individuals may be more responsive to certain fundraising methods. In order to control for this pos-1 3 I also repeat the the same exercise using each fundraising method as the base group. Although not reported, the results are comparable to those reported in Table 4 .
sible selection problem, I use several propensity score matching estimators. Let Cont 1 i;t and Cont 0 i;t be the natural logarithm of the monetary contributions of donor i in year t in two counterfactual situations of treatment (f und ij;t = 1) and non-treatment (f und ij;t = 0) where the treatment is whether the individual donated money as a response to fundraising method j. Hence, the outcome observed for individual i is
The parameter of policy interest is the average treatment e¤ect (ATT) which is the e¤ect of a certain fundraising method on the amount of charitable donations relative non-treatment or the control group.
The ATT for fundraising method j is de…ned as
The main identifying assumption of matching estimators is that if one can observe enough information on strictly exogenous variables that determine the probability of responding to a certain catalyst for giving, then charitable contributions are mean independent of the treatment conditional on observable covariates. In this case, the e¤ect of treatment on the outcome variables can be consistently estimated. Traditional matching estimators match each treatment unit to a …xed number of control units. The application of these methods is impractical to implement when the set of controls gets large and includes continuous variables. Following Rosenbaum and Rubin (1983) , I use a propensity score matching estimator to deal with the dimensionality problem. Let P j (X i;t ) be the propensity score for fundraising method j, de…ned as P j (X i;t ) = Pr(f und ij;t = 1jX i;t ). Then, the ATT is rede…ned as
In order to derive equation (4), balancing and unconfoundedness properties should be satis…ed. 14 The balancing property states that for a given propensity score, treatment is randomly assigned,
hence treated and control units should be on average identical in terms of observable charateristics of donors. The unconfoundedness property guarantees that the treatment is random conditional on the set of observable characteristics, which allows for selection on observables. Since the propensity score is a continuous variable, one cannot observe two units with exactly the same value of the propensity score. Therefore, an estimate of P j (X i;t ) is not su¢ cient to estimate equation (4) . Following Dehejia and Wahba (2002), I use several propensity score matching methods in order to address this problem, namely nearest neighborhood matching (NM) with and without replacement, radius matching (RM), and kernel matching (KM). Rosenbaum (1995) argues that in NM without replacement, the results can be sensitive to the order in which treatment units and control units are matched. I consider 'low-to-high'matching, in which the treatment units are ranked according to their propensity score in an ascending order. In this method, the highest ranked treatment unit is …rst matched to a control unit then that particular unit is removed from the matching algorithm. 15 In NM with replacement however, the matching algorithm minimizes the propensity score distance between the matched control units and reduces bias since each treatment unit can be matched to the nearest control unit even if a control unit is used several times. RM sets a neighborhood in terms of a radius around the propensity score of the treated observation and excludes matches that lie outside this prede…ned neighborhood. 16 In KM, all treated units are matched with a weighted average of all controls with weights that are inversely proportional to the distance between propensity scores of treatment and control groups. In conducting the KM, I use an Epanechnikov kernel with a bandwidth of 0:01. 17 All of these methods are estimated non-parametrically and share the advantage that they avoid functional form assumptions to estimate equation (4) . However, they are reliable to the extent that unobservables correlated with responding to certain fundraising method do not directly a¤ect the contribution amount.
In order to compare self-deciders with those who contribute money by responding to a fundraising 1 5 Similarly, in high-to-low matching, the treatment units are ranked according to their propensity score in a descending order. This method yields similar results compared with the low-to-high matching under di¤erent speci…cations. The results are available from the author upon request. method, I treat the self-deciders as the control group, i.e., f und ij;t = 0. For each fundraising method j, in order to estimate the propensity score, I estimate Pr(f und ij;t = 1jX i;t ) = (f (X i;t )) using standard probit regression where (:) is the evaluation of the cumulative normal distribution and f (:) is the starting speci…cation which incorporates all the observable covariates linearly. 18 Table 5 reports the ATT of each fundraising method on the contribution amount relative to self-deciders.
The results are similar to regression-adjusted comparisons reported in Table 4 . Compared to selfdeciders, those who responded to a personal solicitation give 29 to 41 percent less. Similarly, the di¤erence between the average contributions of self-deciders and those who donate as a response to a direct mail solicitation or some other fundraising method remains signi…cant. Self-deciders give on average 57 to 85 percent more than who reported giving as a response to a fundraising letter and 27
to 45 percent more than tho who give as a response to some other fundraising method. However, the di¤erence between the contribution amounts of self-deciders and those responded to a media ad becomes insigni…cant once the selection problem is controlled for. In order to make comparisons across alternative fundraising methods, I also repeat this exercise using each fundraising method as the control group. Although not reported here, the results were in line with those reported in Table   4 .
4 What makes people more responsive to a particular fundraising method?
Signi…cant di¤erences in contribution amounts of donors in response to di¤erent fundraising methods raise an important policy question: Which observable characteristics of charitable donors make them more likely to respond to a particular fundraising method? I further investigate the relationship between donor behavior and various fundraising methods using data from 1992, 1994, 1996, and 1999 editions of the Gallup surveys which compared to previous editions, provide detailed information on several more fundraising methods. Let E i;t denote a continuous measure of e¤ectiveness of a certain fundraising technique in generating charitable contributions from individual i in year t, which is given as
where Z i;t denote the vector of observable characteristics of individual i in year t, and u i is a normally distributed error term with E[u i;t ] = 0 and var[u i;t ] = 1. This measure is not observed, but one observes a discrete variable E i;t , which is coded as
Here, an increasing value of E i;t implies that the individual gets more likely to give as a response to a particular fundraising method and k for k = f1; 2; 3g represent threshold values to be estimated.
The marginal e¤ect of each observable characteristic z 2 Z on the discrete measure of responsiveness to a particular fundraising technique is simply @P (E = rjZ)=@z where given the evaluation of the cumulative normal distribution (:), the probabilities associated with each coded response r of this model can be expressed as follows:
For each fundraising technique, I estimate equation (5) and associated marginal e¤ects as an ordered probit using the maximum likelihood methodology. 19 Table A3 presents the coe¢ cient estimates of the ordered probit models for each fundraising method. Higher household income is associated with a higher probability of response to media ads, news stories, direct-mail and telephone solicitations, and being asked at work or by a close associate. High income households are also more likely to 1 9 Although there is no reason to believe that the e¤ectiveness of alternative fundraising methods di¤er by states, I
also include state …xed e¤ects to equation (2) and re-estimate ordered probit models for each fundraising method. The results are similar to the original models and available from the author upon request.
donate to organizations that they previously volunteered for. Except for charitable causes promoted by clergies or celebrities, all fundraising methods are less e¤ective on older people. In general, females, blacks, and Hispanics are more likely to respond to charitable solicitations. As expected, employed people are more likely to give when they are asked to give at work but they …nd other fundraising methods mostly ine¤ective. Similarly, compared with receiving a charitable request via some other fundraising method, people who regularly go to church are more responsive to being asked by a clergy.
Well-educated people such as those who attended or graduated from college are mostly unresponsive to fundraising. Table 6 reports the marginal e¤ects of selected demographic characteristics of respondents on the discrete measure of responsiveness to a particular fundraising method. For a randomly chosen respondent, a 10% increase in household income is associated with 0:15 points increase in her probability of reporting being asked by a close associate is a very important reason for her to give. Similarly, the same magnitude of increase in her income increases her probability of …nding charitable solicitations by an organization that she previously volunteered for a very important reason to give by 0:31 points.
The e¤ect of age on the probability of responding to alternative fundraising methods is mostly statistically signi…cant but its magnitude is not economically considerable. Compared to other fundraising methods, news stories, being asked by a clergy, and receiving a charitable request from an organization they previously volunteered for are more important reasons for females to give. Although blacks positively respond to almost all fundraising methods, they report that compared to other fundraising methods, charitable solicitations at work, via TV, and by a clergy are more e¤ective in making them to contribute money. In general, college graduates are unresponsive to fundraising. The exceptions are direct-mail campaigns, charitable solicitations by a close associate or an organization that they volunteered for before, and charitable causes promoted via a news story. Compared with those who do not have a high school degree, college graduates'probability of reporting being asked by a close associate is a very important reason for them to give is 0:07 points higher. Similarly, college graduates are 11 percentage points more likely to …nd a charitable request from an organization that they volunteered for a very important reason for their donation compared with those who do not have a high school degree.
Conclusion
Several recent studies document the positive e¤ect of fundraising in facilitating charitable behavior. give as a respond to a charitable solicitation. Furthermore, not only the response rates for alternative fundraising methods but also the mean amount of charitable contributions generated by them are considerably di¤erent. In general, impersonal fundraising methods such as direct mail solicitations and media ads are associated with low response rates and charitable donations, whereas personal charitable solicitations are more appealing to donors. Next, using ordered probit models, I investigate the factors associated with donors'responsiveness to various fundraising methods. I …nd that higher household income is associated with a higher probability of response to media ads, news stories, directmail, telephone, and personal solicitations. High income households are also more likely to contribute to organizations that they previously volunteered for. In general, females, blacks, and Hispanics are more likely to respond to charitable solicitations. Employed people are more likely to give when they are asked to give at work but they are unresponsive to other fundraising methods. Similarly, people who regularly attend to church report that being asked by a clergy is the most important reason for them to give. More education makes people less responsive to fundraising. Well-educated people such as those who attended or graduated from college are unresponsive to almost all of the fundraising methods.
The …ndings of this paper have several policy implications. Although the results highlight the importance of fundraising, they imply that the e¤ectiveness of fundraising considerably di¤er across alternative fundraising methods and that several observable characteristics of individuals can be used to identify their responsiveness to certain fundraising method. These …nding should be of particular interest to non-pro…t organizations, professional fundraisers, and policy makers in designing e¤ective fundraising campaigns, targeting potential donors more e¢ ciently according to the nature of the campaign, and evaluating the economic impact of their existing fundraising practices. Notes: Two sided chi-squared test statistics with one degree of freedom is reported. P-values are in parentheses. The null hypothesis is that the mean contribution amount of those who reported donating as a response to a particular fundraising method is the same as the mean contribution amount of those who reported donating as a response to another fundraising method. Table 4 . Regression-adjusted differences across alternative fundraising methods Notes: Coefficient estimates are reported. Robust standard errors are in parentheses. Sample weights are used in all regressions. The signs ***, **, and * represent significance at 1%, 5%, and 10% respectively. Comparisons between telephone solicitations and other fundraising methods use coefficients from regressions estimated using the 1990 edition of the Gallup surveys (n=759). Other comparisons use coefficients from regressions estimated using 1988 and 1990 editions of the Gallup surveys (n=1302). Table 5 . Matching-adjusted differences between self-deciders and those who respond to a fundraising method Notes: The ATT of each fundraising method on the contribution amount relative to self-deciders is reported. Standard errors are obtained via 500 bootstrap replications and reported in parentheses. The signs ***, **, and * represent significance at 1%, 5%, and 10% respectively. Notes: Robust standard errors are in parentheses. The signs ***, **, and * represent significance at 1%, 5%, and 10% respectively.
Tables
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